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REPORT ON SALMON FISHING IN BRITISH COLUMBIA 


To the Minister of Fisheries: 


_ Sir.—Pursuant to the terms of the Commission appointing me a Commis- 
sioner to determine after inquiry, certain questions respecting the operation of 
trap-nets for the capture of salmon in the Sooke area of British Columbia, and 
the use of purse-seines in the Gulf of Georgia, in that locality thereof known as 
Area 17, I beg to advise that such inquiry has been completed and I now 
respectfully submit this my report thereon. 

The reasons actuating the appointment of a Commissioner and the terms of 
the Commission are to be found in a minute of a meeting of the Privy Council 
approved by His Excellency the Governor General on the 23rd of June, 1939, and 
reading as follows: 


“The Committee of the Privy Council have had before them a report 
dated June 20th, 1939, from the Minister of Fisheries, submitting that 
fishing for salmon by means of trap-nets has been conducted along the 
southwest coast of Vancouver Island, in the Sooke area since 1904, which 
area is in the route of migration of sockeye salmon going to the Fraser 
River spawning grounds. In this migration the sockeye runs passed 
through waters of the State of Washington and as the proportion 
of catch taken by United States fishermen there was substantially 
more than was being secured by Canadian fishermen in British Columbia 
waters salmon trap-net fishing was authorized in the Sooke area to 
bring about an increase in the Canadian share and so reduced the dis- 
parity prevailing in the catches being obtained by fishermen of the 
two countries. 

“Commencing 1935, salmon trap-net fishing, which up to then, had 
been employed in large measure in the State of Washington was prohibited. 
Reduction in the catch of the United States operators ensued and 
immediately representations came from British Columbia fishermen 
eenerally that the trap-nets at Sooke should also be discontinued on the 
erounds that the original purpose of permitting them there had now 
disappeared. 

“Tn 1937 the question of whether the salmon trap-net fishing should 
be allowed in British Columbia waters was considered by the Standing 
Committee of the House of Commons on Marine and Fisheries. It recom- 
mended against the licensing of salmon trap-nets, excepting in the Sooke 
area, i.e., along the southwest coast of Vancouver Island and Beachy Head 
and concerning which area it reported it had not sufficient information to 
come to a final conclusion. 

“Tn 1939 the matter again was considered by that Committee and as 
opinions differed a good deal, it recommended that the question of salmon 
trap-net fishing in the Sooke area be referred to a Royal Commission 
forthwith for investigation and report. The report embracing such 
recommendation was concurred in by the House of Commons on May 25th, 
1939. 

“Also, in 1933, salmon purse-seine fishing was authorized in a portion 
of the Gulf of Georgia adjacent to the mouth of the Fraser River for a 
limited time in those years pink salmon and “late” sockeye salmon are 
running. The object was to enable the capture of these varieties of 
salmon when they were in better condition than otherwise would be the 
case and so increase the economic return from these runs and improve the 
quality standard of the finished product. Previously fishing for salmon 
en route to the Fraser River after they passed the International Boundary 
from waters of the State of Washington had been restricted entirely to 
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gill-netting which was carried on in the river proper and the estuary 
where, when captured, pink salmon and “late” sockeye were regarded as 
being generally inferior in quality. 

“The Minister observes that there has been almost continuous com- 
plaint by, and on behalf of salmon gill-net fishermen of the Fraser that 
conservation measures are being jeopardized by seining operations and 
that their livelihood is being imperilled. On three occasions, the last one 
during the session just closed, private bills have been introduced in the 
House of Commons seeking to amend the Fisheries Act to prohibit salmon 
purse-seining in the portion of the Gulf of Georgia inside of a line drawn 
to the south end of Valdes Island and a line drawn from the latter point 
connecting with and extending along the International Boundary on the 
49th parallel to the mainland at Point Roberts. 


“In order that the facts surrounding the two methods of capture 
referred to may be publicly established, the Minister is of the opinion 
that investigation, under the Inquiries Act, is desirable and he regards it 
as being in the public interests that such an investigation should be 
effected. 


“The Committee, therefore, on the recommendation of the Minister 
of Fisheries, advise that the Honourable Gordon McG. Sloan, Puisne 
Judge in the Court of Appeal of British Columbia, be appointed, pursuant 
to Part 1 of the Inquiries Act, Chapter 99 R.S.C. 1927, a Commissioner to 
fully investigate and hear evidence under oath and to determine: 

“1. Whether or not it is in the public interest that trap-nets for the 
capture of salmon should continue to be authorized in the Sooke area, 
British Columbia, i.e., between Beachy Head and Sombrio Point along 
the southwest coast of Vancouver Island, such investigation to have regard 
to all such points as in the judgment of the Commission require consider- 
ation, and without restricting the generality of the foregoing to include 
the following: 


(a) Destructiveness of trap-nets from the standpoint of conservation, 
as compared with the use of other varieties of fishing gear; 


(b) Feasibility of successful operation of other types of fishing gear 
in Juan de Fuca Strait and waters of and adjacent to the Sooke 
area, keeping in view, among other things: 

(1) Nature of waters, whether specially exposed or otherwise; 
(2) Tidal and current conditions; 

(3) Unusual phosphoresence, if any, in water; 

(4) Proximity of International Boundary; 

(5) Fog, prevalence of sharks, ete. 

(c) The signification of continued operation of trap-net fishing in the 
Sooke area in relation to the possible reintroduction of trap-nets 
in the State of Washington; 


(d) Whether or not unemployment is accentuated by the operation 
of trap-nets in the Sooke area. 


“2. Whether or not it is in the public interest that purse-seines, for 
the capture of pink salmon and “late” sockeye salmon should continue 
to be authorized in that portion of the Gulf of Georgia lying within a 
straight line drawn from Point Grey to the south end of Valdes Island and 
a straight line drawn from the latter point connecting with and continuing 
along the International Boundary on the 49th parallel of north latitude 
to the mainland, such investigation to have regard to all such points as 
in the judgment of the Commission require consideration, and without 
restricting the generality of the foregoing to include the following:— 
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(a) Whether or not the purse-seining permitted is unduly destructive 
to immature salmon or other fish; 

(b) Whether or not the extent of varieties of salmon, other than 
pinks, and “late” sockeye, caught by purse-seines there, is of 
significance. in relation to the livelihood and earnings of gill- 
netters ; 

(c) Whether or not purse-seining there has the effect of breaking up 
schools of salmon in such a way as to be detrimental to the 
interests of the gill-netters; 

(d) The feasibility of the successful operation of gill-nets in the 
waters where seining is being allowed; 

(c) Whether or not a superior pack and consequently a greater 
economic return is being secured from the catch taken by purse- 
seining there, than would otherwise be obtained.” 

It should be noted that the description in paragraph “2” (supra) was found 
to be in error and it was subsequently amended by an Order of the Governor 
General in Council (P.C. 2045) bearing date the 27th day of July, 19389, by 
substituting for the said erroneous description the following:— 

“The Committee of the Privy Council have had before them a report 
dated the 25th of July, 1939, from the Acting Minister of Fisheries, sub- 
mitting that by Order in Council of June 23rd, 1939, P.C. 1594, the 
Honourable Gordon McG. Sloan, Puisne Judge in the Court of Appeal of 
British Columbia was appointed, pursuant to Part 1 of the Inquiries Act, 
Chapter 99, Revised Statutes of Canada 1927, a Commissioner to fully 
investigate and hear evidence under oath on fisheries questions in British 
eee pertaining to salmon trap-net fishing and salmon purse-seine 

shing. 

“The Minister states that in the circumstances explained hereunder, 
it is found desirable that the wording of such Order in Council be modified 
as follows:— 

“1. Jn the sixth paragraph the words ‘from Point Grey’ should be 
added after the phrase ‘in that portion of the Gulf of Georgia inside of a 
line drawn’, to complete the description of the particular area in question. 

“9 In paragraph numbered ‘2’ the terms of reference in connection 
with salmon purse-seine fishing confined the investigation to whether or 
not it is in the public interest that such fishing should continue to be 
authorized ‘in that portion of the Gulf of Georgia lying within a straight 
line drawn from Point Grey to the south end of Valdes Island and a 
straight line drawn from the latter point connecting with and continuing 
along the International Boundary on the 49th parallel of north latitude to 
the mainland.’ Inasmuch as such area embraces only a portion of the 
waters where such fishing may be permitted in this locality, notwith- 
standing virtually all operations there ‘are conducted within its bounds, 
it is desirable that it be clarified that the inquiry should have regard to 
and embrace the particular portion of the Gulf of Georgia, wherein such 
purse-seining under the present regulations is permissible, i.e., that portion 
of Area No. 17 as defined in Section 5 of the Special Fishery Regulations 
for British Columbia lying easterly and northerly of Galiano and Valdes 
Islands bounded as follows: From a straight line drawn from the 
western side of the entrance to Active Pass to the most westerly point 
of the International Boundary on the 49th parallel of north latitude, 
thence following the International Boundary easterly to the outer range 
light on the said boundary, thence in a westerly direction magnetic to a 
red conical buoy moored in about twenty fathoms (36m6) off the 
entrance to Canoe Pass on the south side of Roberts Bank, thence in a 
straight line drawn due west to the 49th parallel of north latitude to 
Valdes Island. 
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“The Committee, therefore, on the recommendation of the Acting 
Minister of Fisheries, advise that the said Order in Council, P.C. 1594, 
23rd June, 1939, be modified accordingly.” 


The sittings of the Commission were held at the following times and 
places:— ‘ 


An iVietonia, B.C. or. eae ee July 17, 1939, to July 21, 1939 
(inclusive). 
Feb. 5, 1940, to Feb. 10, 1940 
(inclusive). 
At Vancouver, B.C. Aug. 28, 1939. 
Jan. 3, 1940, to Jan. 5, 1940 
(inclusive). 
Feb. 29, 1940, to Mar. 2, 1940 
(inclusive). 
At New Westminster, B.C..... Oct. 10, 1939, to Oct. 20, 1939 
(inclusive). 
Oct. 25, 1939, to Oct. 28, 1939 
(inclusive). 


The following interests were represented either by Counsel or by various 
duly authorized officials, as indicated:— 


Counsel to Commission ........ James M. Coapy. 

J He Todd te Sone tie sas J A. D. McFaruang, K.C. 

Sooke Harbour Fishing & Pack- | 
ing Co, Ltd. 2 ewe VA. D. McWARDANE,) KeG! Mana 


Roy MANZER. 
Pacific Coast. Fishermen’s Union 
Salmon Purse-Seiners’ Union 


United Fishermen (aN al ts hu itid 
Northern Trollers’ Co-operative Asso-} As to Sooke trap issue 
ciation only. 
Prince Rupert Co-Operative Associa- 
tion 


Salmon Purse-Seiners’ Union ..Grorcm Miuurr (Secretary). 
As to purse-seining issue only. 
United Fishermen’s Union..... Witu1AM Buragss (Secretary). 
As to purse-seining issue only. 
B.C. Fishermen’s Protective 
Associations Manet see. e. F. Propert (President). 
IF’. Rotuey (Secretary). 


The following witnesses, classified as to interest, were called and examined :— 
Departmental Officials or Employces: 


Major Motherwell ............ Chief Supervisor of Fisheries. 

Jonn Franklins Pattee may). District Supervisor of Fisheries. 

Llewellyn Sheppard.......... Master, Canadian Government 
ship Kitimat. 

Prank (Charnloy 7 aeeme . +: Chief of Inspection Board. 

Thomas Edward Scott........Fisheries Officer. 

William John Barker......... Fisheries Officer. 

Dean Lockwood) peewee. Fisheries Officer. 

Laurence George Swann....... Statistician. 

Thomas Knight Lightly....... Fisheries Officer. 

or WV uA. Clemens eae Director, Pacific Biological Sta- 


tion. 


Expert Witnesses: 


Dray mies Eee omipsongen 2.7. 


Henry Delpe \Parizeaus i)... 


Gill-Netters: 


Siguard Malvik 
Tony Fial 

John Bakken 
Albin Berg 
Marco Vidulich 
Roy Anderson 
Mike Vidulich 
George Gunderson 


Trollers: 


George Townsend Whitla 
Manuel Albert Wilde 
Eimar Larum 

Henry Lind 


Purse-Seine Operators: 


Capt. Frank Citanovich 
Capt. Sam Jasich 


Purse-Seine Employees: 


William Pitre 
Elgin Neish 


Fish Buyers and Collectors: 


Alfred John Monk 
Charles Lisson Smith 


Canners: 
Dugald Bartlett 


Director, Scientific Investiga- 


tion for International Sock- 
eye Commission. 


District Hydrographer. 


Harold Remmen 
Frank Wilson 

T. Tamemoto 

Unsuke Sakamoto 
Teru Nakatsu 

Antonio Peter Cosulich 
Fred Probert 


Theodore Sorenson 
Herbert Doyle 
John Ferneyhough 
John Martins 


Capt. Matthew Martinolich 
Capt. John Guiricich 


John Penny 


Nicholas Stevens 
Clement Edwards 


Sidney Humphreys 


As to Spawning Grounds and Escapement: 


Alfred Hamilton Peppar 


Alexander Campbell Hope 


Robert Joseph Nichol 


Victor Hedley Ferguson 
Howard Horace Howell 
Edward Lawrence Lehman 


Employees of Sooke Harbour Fishing & Packing 


Gos or ul}. Todd: & pongyLid: 


Richard Seymour 
Victor Sjugren 
John Collins 
Robert Acremen 
Joseph Collins 
J. Forrest 


Residents of Sooke, not Employees: 


Arthur Fred Brownsey 
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Frank G. Gray 
Charles F. Goodrich 
Christian A. Helgesen 
Leslie Bernard Bing 
Horace W. Goodrich 


John Alexander Lawbeattie 
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From the State of Washington: (On Trap Issue). 


Johnab Eviehi.wneio aeetee tr Secretary, Purse-Seiners’ Union. 

Kerneth (Mcleod: ). 08 )...060). 25 Secretary, Salmon Conservation 
League 

Archie Ws Shiels.stve hei eC Former Trap Owner 

DanelCampbell:’. . ear lee Former Trap Owner 

Jonn JAC sO isons...) se een eee Troller 

Devrin  Webe.. o/ Geupcwie eee Troller 

Ole Grasdahl:: : se near oon Troller 

Henry 0 Cayo, ous wen ae Troller 

John Re Glurleyi tec sie ae Member of the House of Representa- 
tives, Washington State. 

George Fi. Hiaecker.: 27.04...) Manager, Booth Fisheries. 

Charles R. Rasmussen..:..... Former Trap Owner 

Rowlandiavic i. eee ee Former Trap Owner 

Bet Remon es bate eter tae Member of State Legislature 

Tim sHealey 6.) s2 eas ceemeen Former Member of State 
Legislature. 


I also had a view of the Sooke traps, accompanied by Mr. Coady, and 
representatives of the opposing interests. | 

After hearing the sworn evidence adduced and having had the benefit of 
full submissions thereon, I have reached certain firm conclusions. 

First, with respect to the question of the Sooke Traps, I find upon the 
evidence it is in the public interest that trap-nets for the capture of salmon 
should continue to be authorized in the Sooke Area, British Columbia, Le., 
between Beachy Head and Sombrio Point, along the Southwest Coast of 
Vancouver Island. 

My principal reasons for this conclusion may be summed up under the 
various specific headings of the Commission which I reproduce for convenience. 


Dealing with “1 (a).” 
‘“Destructiveness of trap-nets from the standpoint of conservation, as 
compared with the use of other varieties of fishing gear.” 


I understand “conservation” to mean a proper and sufficient escapement of the 
salmon run to perpetuate the species by an effective seeding of the spawning 
orounds. ‘“Destructiveness” I understand to mean the taking of too great a 
number of salmon so that the spawning grounds are insufficiently seeded, 
resulting in a progressive depletion of each cycle. On comparing the different 
varieties of gear to determine their relative potential capacity for destructiveness 
of the run, I find the trap is not more destructive than either the gill-net or 
purse-seine. Conservation of the run does not depend wpon the type of gear 
used, but primarily upon the effective regulation of its use. Gill-nets and 
purse-seines may be subject to regulation of size of net, in length, depth and 
mesh; trollers to regulation of spoons used, but the trap may be regulated by 
complete closure, if conditions warrant such a step. It is a large fixed structure, 
thus infringement of a closed season could be easily and quickly detected. 
Major Motherwell is of the opinion (P. 178) which I share, that it is the most 
easily regulated of all gear. 

If all types of gear could be so quickly and completely regulated as a trap, 
conservation problems, so far as gear is concerned, would not present any great 
difficulty. An official of the Fisheries Department is present at each lift, and 
should know whether or not too great a proportion of the run is being intercepted; 
whereas in the case of other types of gear, its regulation by a closed season is a 
matter of days depending upon the reports of observers at the spawning grounds, 
and the time that must elapse before an order can be effectively transmitted to 
the fishing fleet. To illustrate: 
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In 1938, 110 purse-seine boats operated in Area 17, and it is theoretically 
possible that in one day those purse-seines could have caught 7,700,000 salmon. 
It would be impossible to have a fisheries official on each seine boat, and the 
result of that catch would not be noticed on the spawning grounds, and a closed 
period ordered, until many days had elapsed. 

To sum up, it is my opinion, from the evidence adduced, that as the traps are 
subject to a more quickly effective regulation than other types of gear, and as 
conservation depends, so far as gear is concerned, upon quick effective regulation 
of all types thereof, the traps are not more destructive from the standpoint of 
conservation than other types of fishing gear. 

There is, however, one aspect of the matter upon which considerable stress 
was laid. It must be understood that the traps only fish in the day time and on 
the flood tide. That is to say for approximately six hours a day, the traps are 
fishing, and for the remaining hours, the entrance into that part of the trap 
called the spiller, is closed. In addition, by regulation, traps are closed by 
closing the fishing gap, each week from 6 P.M. Friday to 6 P.M. Sunday. When 
the entrance into a trap—the fishing gap—is closed, an escape gate is opened 
in the trap lead. (See Exhibits 5 and 6 attached hereto). 

The purpose of the escape gate is as its name implies; to permit any fish 
that strike the lead during the weekly closed periods, to go through the lead. It 
is clear beyond dispute, that these escape gates in their present position and 
size, are inadequate, and while it would appear that the fish which pass the 
escape gates go out around the jiggers, and escape to the east of the traps, yet to 
provide a greater certainty of escapement during the closed period, in my opinion 
escape gates both wider and deeper than those now in use, should be constructed 
in the leads, under the supervision and to the satisfaction of the Supervisor of 
Fisheries of the Province. 


Dealing with “1 (b)”’. 
“Feasibility of successful operation of other types of fishing gear in 
Juan de Fuca Strait and waters of and adjacent to the Sooke area, keeping 
In view, among other things: 
(1) Nature of waters, whether specially exposed or otherwise; 
(2) Tidal and current conditions; 
(3) Unusual phosphorescence, if any, in water; 
(4) Proximity of International Boundary; 
(5) Fog, prevalence of sharks, etc.” 


I understand “ feasibility of successful operation” to include as an essential, 
an operation successful from a financial point of view. 

It would perhaps be permissible at this juncture to say that as this report 
is being made to a Department of the Government which is thoroughly familiar 
with the nature of the various types of gear, I consider it unnecessary for me 
to describe in detail each type of gear and its operation. Should any informa- 
tion be required in that regard, it will be found detailed in the evidence of 
Major Motherwell. I consider it sufficient for me to outline briefly under this 
heading what are the general conditions in the Sooke Area. There are five 
traps operating. (See Exhibit 3 attached hereto.) They are placed, gener- 
ally speaking, at localities just eastward of jutting points along the shore line, 
and extend from shore line to sea, for distances ranging from 600 to 2,000 feet. 
The distance from the most westerly trap to the most easterly is 10-15 miles, 
and the distances between each trap are as follows:— 

1.—2:45 miles 3.—4:6 miles 
2—0:6 mile 4—2-5 miles 
At this point, the Straits of Juan de Fuca are approximately 14 miles wide, 
and the International Boundary is approximately 7 miles from the Canadian 
shore. In the Straits proper, the tide is steady and runs from 2 to 4 knots. 
2543—34 
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With reference to fog, tide, phosphorescence, sharks and proximity to the 
International Boundary, the evidence satisfied me, while conditions are some- 
what hazardous and difficult, it is possible for gillnet and purse-seining opera- 
tions to be carried on. Inshore, however, conditions are further complicated 
by the jutting points along the shore which cause current and tidal conditions 
described by Mr. Parizeau, as of extraordinary velocity at Beachy Head and 
Otter Point, two trap locations, and by a diver who had considerable undersea 
experience in the vicinity of the traps, as generally “crazy”. From the evidence, 
I am not satisfied conditions are such that inshore fishing is feasible for gill-net 
and purse-seine operators. 

So far, I have dealt only with the characteristics of the waters in the area 
in question. Whether purse-seine and gill-net operations could be reasonably 
successful financially is another matter. It is a trite saying that fishermen 
follow the fish, and it is not without significance to note that for over thirty 
years gill-net and purse-seine operators made no serious attempt to fish this area. 
In 1938 and 1939, fishing operations were carried on by gill-netters in the trap 
area and west thereof. The results are of interest. Details are fully given in 
Exhibits 16, 50 and 114 as follows:— 


EXHIBIT 16 
CATCH BY GILL-NETS—JUAN DE FUCA STRAIT, 1938 


Sold to: Sockeye | Springs Cohoe Pinks Chums Total 
Sooke Harbour Fishing & Packing Co.. 1, 686 18 228 46 18 1,996 
INel sons LOSsee Eee nek Ee hak Teo eRe ee 1,320 2 63 ill 12 1,438 
LOLA cE oie eh center Mtoe 3,006 30 291 ies 30 3,434 
‘Total number salmon pill-net boats operating... 05. .-..2: 5+ «seep meow ek cite te 17 
Greatest number delivering onesday...k 2a Bees i= hs See ede eee eee 2 


Norz.—It is not quite clear how many days were fished by the gill-netters to obtain the above catch. 
From the evidence of the fishermen themselves, I estimate the period to be from seven to ten days. 
Commissioner. 


EXHIBIT 50 


SALMON CATCHES TAKEN BY ALL GILL-NETS FISHING IN THAT PORTION OF 
JUAN DE FUCA STRAITS LYING BETWEEN BEACHY HEAD AND 
JORDAN RIVER, FOR SEASON 1939 


Dates fished Total Deliveries 
Name of Fisherman | 

From To Sockeye| Pinks { Coho | Chum |Springs| Total 
TRiReidt bd SPACE EER ee: & Aug. 7 |) Aug: 31 80 227 27 Th “pees Bet 
SA sy Pee een res ETS aut Aug. 7 | Aug. 25 Oy el Bice ah nese plod ses ceed «hace ge ae ces ee 2 
Te LON Nec ak Toe eis Saccces Aug. 8 | Aug. 11 3 TE ee ee ee ee eee 14 
HiMinelie tx five eel Gees Aug. 13 | Aug. 16 21 19 On WARE OES Sia 43 
a Raa len cits eve). debbie ce An oleae Aug. 7 | Aug. 18 21 24 A bate, La evortty brake 2a 49 
SAM alWIGK 3c.) tim. teh cee tne Aug. 8 | Aug. 16 12 18 jae We PP See’ F 31 
ToT versonst) ye aie... eee Aug: °8 4 Aug. 1t 5 14 Qi hl RR aS Se 1 22 
LAs iverson. ofA A o>. Auc tas olf Augel bias ssa 17 Sith. 67a. Sie oe ae 20 
Hansen’, (oe be: ee eee Aug. 8 | Aug. 11 ul St) ree aly Ges heard ae eae 9 
RoSwanson 1. ko rll eee Aug. 8 | Aug. 16 8 24 pitied Ont le A aa LE 34 
Be Wardtoper. 07 Aa \} Aug.13 | Aug. 21 151 176 7 1 heresies 335 
1 Bibs AES Sch ta ig ay if 
Je? Lumen... hae os eee ee Aug. 14 | Aug. 18 15 it OT ALA ae Mey ak Lip, ae 29 
JZMiePherson Fh. le. Hoare } Aug. 17 | Sept. 13 51 168 69G.T (eee Ee: 1 289 
GRELOTtOnG: Seen cee ac 
COMA TINE U8 6G: Re Se ee Aug. 24 | Aug. 31 2 122 0h) SA AD, See aera 14 
Jilscopson.: . 323 el eee Augy.14, Ho Aug..16 diesswees 2} ee eee ee Ss ee ee 

BO 732 118 2 yy 1, 226 


As one fisherman would sometimes deliver the catch of several boats, the figures opposite each name 
represents the fish delivered by him to the buyer and not his individual catch. 
Where names are bracketed, two men fished in one boat with one net. 
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EXHIBIT 114 


STATEMENT SHOWING FINANCIAL RESULT OF GILL-NET OPERATION IN 1939 
AT SOOKE 
Basis of Statement as follows:— 

1. Price— 
Sockeye at 65c.; Cohoes at 50c.; Springs at $1.50; Pinks at 7c.; Chums at 10c. 
2. Catch and Persons and time engaged as per Exhibit 50. 
3. Expenses per day at least $1.50. (See Evidence of Fial P. 544 without allowance for depreci- 

ation of net.) 


No. Gross Expenses Loss or 
Name of Total per per Gain, Net 
Days Value Day Day per Day 
$ cts. $ ets. $ cts. $ cts. 
Lat FON Rieidemees Aree in BOA yale cen ctow te 25 81 49 3 26 1 50 1 75 gain 
DEO a Hide ee Ae Peas SOTA eat, £7 sy 19 1 30 0 07 1850 1 43 loss 
MEA REO Facita kg? 70 Oh eer Se eee 4 fd 0 68 1 50 0 62 loss 
4o-R. Maekie io. 00.0 0. fe ASS ee ee 4 16 48 Ao? ik 2h) 2 62 gain 
epee SEN Ae Me a or 12 17 30 1 45 1 50 0 05 loss 
Groote viaiac led | Seve levi ud. Wa eas ots 9 9 56 1 06 1 50 0 54 loss 
TELL VOCCO Cane ore he ete ee kas Ain 6 73 1 66 1 50 0 16 gain 
vis Moe, PVECA SL Cpe 6 ae as a eee ee ae 4 2 69 0 67 1 50 0 83 loss 
OMe ansene ree aap. so ett ian Bk ae 4 1 21 0 30 1 50 1 20 loss 
PME WV ATISOTUS oc. nls, ice hee ashe oe 8) 7 88 0 88 1 50 0 62 loss 
dive, Wardroper.?. 2... 0. Wt. tt. ee. \ 9 114 07 fis 1 50 4 85 gain 
pO, WSs 2 Nek fe aes eee f each 
Ue CURES ae oe. ae ne ere 5 1073 De 1 50 0 65 gain 
Demo MeP herson os. 42. ko ee. TS ik Hh 80 91 1 50 1 50 Nil 
TOeeGreLLOrtond Ait Fe ee eaeh abe: if each 
INES CO COG EST re Be anne engiahe rere mae a nee Ten 9 2 14 0 24 1 50 1 26 loss 
PMO TTI CG MSON CAR Loins «a ake hang 2). = Nil Nil 1 50 1 50 loss 
phestH LSaaoeme et ad eee eel 147 355.24 
SUMMARY 


2 men (Nos. 14 and 15) neither lost nor gained. 


Danentanocein4y 7. (ls 12 and ile made anet total of. 4465.2. ree te, L402 
SUGeuM AOL eCLe mG strasOuaAl Ol gee er tee. 6 Rie date ttn ects bos ot o/s din sha ee ate a ea 64 65 
iment a Lovalomla day sade a.netcotal Of (08... ac. ne0 mo re be sys ase es $ 80 77 


The results to my mind are far from proving that a reasonably successful 
operation from a financial point of view can be carried on in the Sooke area 
by gill-netters, especially when it is understood that a proportion of the gill-net 
catch shown on said Exhibits 16 and 50 was caught 35 miles west of the traps. 

The evidence as to purse-seine operations in that area together with what 
appears on Exhibits 12 and 12A, leads to the same conclusion with respect to 
this type of gear. 

It might perhaps be proper to point out here that the gill-net men do not 
take the position that the traps catch too many fish, but object to their con- 
tinuance because it is said, among other things, that the trap operators enjoy a 
“ privilege”. (Hill, p. 1797.) I would mention that the gill-net men enjoy the 
privilege of the sole right of net fishing not only in those areas in which it is 
not feasible for other gear to fish, but in areas where other gear can fish, e.g., 
Skeena River, Smiths Inlet, and the area above New Westminster Bridge on 
the Fraser River, and are to be further favoured off the mouth of the Fraser 
if my recommendations hereinafter appearing are accepted by the Department. 

Trollers, too, in a sense are “ privileged ” in that they are not subject to a 
closed season apart from the general fishing prohibition in December. 

A fact which must not be overlooked is that all types of floating gear can 
move about from place to place and remain only where fishing conditions are 
favourable. The traps do not enjoy the advantages of mobility. They are 
fixed, and the fish come to the traps—not the traps to the fish. They are thus 
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continually subject to the vagaries of wind and tide which affect their catch, 
and suffer disadvantages in that regard more so than movable gear, which by 
moving about can to some extent offset such unfavourable conditions. 


Torning Now to “1(c)” 
“The significance of continued operation of trap-net fishing in the 

Sooke area in relation to the possible reintroduction of trap-nets in the 

State of Washington ”’; 
From the evidence adduced, it seems established with reasonable certainty 
that, without closely defining the southern extremity of the run, the general 
course taken by the Fraser River salmon is to pass the Sooke area in the 
Straits of Juan de Fuca, between the International Boundary and the Canadian 
shore. From there the general body of the run continues a fairly straight 
course which brings it into American waters and close to American shores. 
Following the American shoreline it rounds Point Roberts and then, when con- 
ditions are right, enters the Fraser River on its way to the spawning grounds. 
(See Exhibit 26.) 

The Sooke traps do not intercept much more than the fringe of this run 
and are, in my view of the evidence, the only type of gear that can operate on 
a commercially feasible basis in the Sooke area, thus permitting Canadian 
fishermen to get some portion of the run of what is in reality a Canadian fish, 
before it gets into American waters. 

In 1934, 203 trap licences were issued in the State of Washington, and 
92 traps were in operation. (For locations, see Exhibits 32 and 76.) 

In 1935, due to an organized agitation by opposing interests, traps were 
abolished. 

On various occasions since, efforts have been made to re-introduce traps 
into Washington waters, but it is my opinion that the continuation of the Sooke 
traps 1s not a significant factor in such agitation. The primary factors would 
appear to be— 

(a) Loss of revenue to the State from licence fees and taxation based on 

catch and decrease in employment. 

(6) The lower percentage of the total catch of the Fraser River run now 

made by American gear in Washington waters. 

(c) Operation of a large number of traps on the Oregon side of the 

Columbia River. (See Exhibit 76A.) 
Heading (b) just above needs amplifying: 

Prior to the abolition of American traps in 1935, the average American 
catch of sockeye salmon by all types of gear in Puget Sound waters for the 
fae preceding years was 65-95 per cent of the total Canadian and American 
catch. 

The average Canadian sockeye catch with all types of gear for the same 
years amounted to 34:05 per cent of the total catch. Since the abolition of 
the American traps, the percentages have changed in favour of Canada. The 
average Canadian sockeye catch for the four-year period since 1935 is 59-35 
per cent of the total catch, and the Washington catch—40-65 per cent of the 
total catch. I have taken the four-year period, as we have only the catch for 
four years since the abolition of the traps in Washington State waters, with 
which to make a comparison. 

Prior to the abolition of Washington traps, the average catch in the Sooke 
traps for four years was 2-54 per cent of the total sockeye catch. After the 
abolition of Washington traps, for the succeeding four-year period the Sooke 
trap average was 3-05 per cent. That is to say, the Sooke trap catch remained 
substantially constant, because of course, the Washington traps only intercepted 
the fish after they had passed the Sooke area. (See Exhibits 13, 22, 23, 83, 84, 
and 85 annexed.) 
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The picture becomes clear when a comparison is made of the percentage of 
the total sockeye catch caught by Canadian gear in the Fraser River area 
(excluding the Sooke trap catch), before and after the abolition of American 
traps. These figures follow:— . 
| of total of 
American and 
Canadian catch. 
of total of 
American and 
Canadian catch. 


The foregoing figures indicate that the increase in the Canadian catch is 
not due to the existence of the Sooke traps. It is accounted for by the greater 
escapement of salmon from American waters, due to abolition of their large 
number of traps, which salmon generally speaking, now make their way to the 
Fraser River; some to be caught by Canadian gear in the river area; some to 
make their way to the spawning grounds. 

It is clear from the evidence that the agitation for re-introduction of 
Washington traps will continue regardless of whether the Sooke traps are 
abolished or continue to operate, because the real factors underlying that 
agitation are as I have mentioned, and the continued operation of the Sooke 
traps is not of real significance in that issue. 

I would point out too, that an analysis of the figures shown on Exhibit 13. 
and calculating the percentages thereon shown for a period of 12 years ending 
with 1938, indicates that so far as sockeye salmon are concerned, the Sooke 
traps caught on an average 2-66 per cent of the total Canadian and American 
catch of that fish. Assuming the Sooke traps abolished, and assuming that all 
the sockeye formerly caught in the traps were intercepted in American waters 
(which is a violent assumption indeed), it will be seen that the abolition of the 
Sooke traps would not even then in any appreciable degree tend to equalize 
the present percentages of the catch between the two countries. 

On this aspect of the matter under inquiry by me, it should be remembered 
that when the International Sockeye Treaty is in full force and effect and the 
catch of sockeye equally divided between the two nations, it would make no 
difference, from an international point of view, providing sufficient escapement 
is assured, what gear is used by Canadian and American fishermen to get their 
share of the sockeye run. 

Iam frank to confess that I found this heading of the Commission trouble- 
some in that I have been directed in reality to prophesy what propaganda 
those interests seeking re-introduction of traps in Washington would use in 
future in an endeavour to influence public opinion on their behalf in that State. 
As I have said above, I conclude upon the evidence adduced that continuation 
of the Sooke traps was and is not a real and vital factor in that issue, and if 
the existence of the Sooke traps is in the future used for propaganda purposes, 
then it can only be effective to the extent to which the facts may be distorted 
and a misinformed public opinion thereby created. 

The argument that the Sooke traps must be abolished because of the 
possibility of the facts and circumstances surrounding their operation and the 
effect of their catch upon the American catch, being misrepresented to the 
American people, either by those who seek or are opposed to the re-introduction 
of Washington traps, is one to which I must turn a deaf ear. 

Kenneth McLeod, of Seattle, Secretary of the Salmon Conservation League, 
which organization was the spearhead of the attack on American traps which led 
to their abolition, frankly admitted that the position he took in Washington 
was that the continuation of the Sooke traps should not be regarded as a factor 
in the determination of the Washington trap issue. He further stated (p. 1004) 
that the suggestion that the Sooke traps should be abolished because of a mis- 
informed public opinion in Washington, was one concerning which he felt 
apologetic. 


Average catch by gear other than traps, for 31-307 
4 years, 1931 to 1934 inclusive: i 


Average catch by gear other than traps, for 56-39, 
4 years, 1935 to 1938 inclusive: i 
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For those who will make an impartial study of the situation and become 
acquainted with the facts, I am satisfied that this one conclusion would be 
reached. The continuation of the Sooke traps is not and ought not to be of 
any real importance to the State of Washington. 


Dealing with “1 (d)” 


“Wihether or not unemployment is accentuated by the operation 
of trap-nets in the Sooke area; ” 


With respect, the phraseology of this heading is not quite as clear as I 
would wish. I take it that I am directed to find whether the abolition of the 
Sooke traps would tend to increase employment of fishermen in the use of other 
types of fishing gear, and if so, would that off-set the loss of employment of those 
engaged in trap operations which would naturally follow from the abolition of 
traps. It is to be noted that the abolition of American traps did not lead to an 
increase in employment in other branches of the industry in that State. 

Whether or not there is “ unemployment” in the fishing industry in this 
Province as a whole appears to be somewhat a debatable point. A con- 
sideration of the statistical material would indicate that there has been since 
1923, a steady increase in the number of gill-net licences issued. I take 1923 
as a starting point because prior to that time, no licences were required for 

- boat pullers, and the number of persons engaged as such is not available. 


In 1923 (according to Exhibit 61) the following licences were issued: 


Gill-net ‘Taceneas' 2.2 5.0 Biers LO) eee Pate he ee 3,957 
Boad ( Pullers’ [Incenves falicns gfe, aohoee ase Rates 992 
Making. total Oat. octe b San cee eet aL ee 4.949 individuals 
licensed. 
In 1938 
Gill-net. Licénees'issued.2/). 2882. CI Pn) aa, 7125 
Boat [Pullers hideenccshs Vi VG ae. fe airs, roe aes 548 
Making (9 stote] git ome ae Ss ore meena 2). kg eee 7,673 individuals 
: licensed. 


An increase in 15 years of 55 per cent. 
In district No. 1, the figures are as follows: (Exhibit 60). 


In 1923 
Gull-net: “Licéncesto yee Tay ee eee EE. EY 964 
Boat: Pullers’ bieeness. . oe. ae ae es a eo) 174 
LOtaL PE drocpe foc t sobca clei eile nner ne eee 1,138 Licences. 
In 1938 
Gillenet)) Bieences. 22a eee ee See ey eee 2.319 
Boab’ Pullérs’ \Titcences: a ae JAR Re area ee ae 283 


eDOGal ES. Pi cet 841s eho: had i dana ed: LAMBTON: cake Eee gene: aed ee 2,602 Licences. 
An increase in 15 years of 128 per cent. 


It is also of importance to note that the gill-net fishing is increasing in 
efficiency. The witness, Probert (P. 1027) says that gill-net fishing is now ten 
times as efficient as it was thirty years ago due to finer nets, coloured nets, 
better boats and other factors. 

Purse-seine licences have also increased (Exhibit 61), and while trolling 
licences in controlled areas on the West Coast have decreased from 716 in 
1922 to 503 in 1938, trolling licences in District No. 1 have increased from 17 in 
1922 to 190 in 1988. 
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The number of licences issued to gill-net fishermen on the Fraser River 
above the New Westminster Bridge have likewise increased. (See Exhibit 64.) 


In 1923 
Gil eneth Heenoce LSSUCC Wie ee dol delat oleae dt  etede lage A abe = Ficue elated mare slera2 89 


Gilloneheli Carico) IssUCCe fen ene tee fo) cmc sic we ee ee ainnn ce mmee ewe rs.s 409 
An increase of 360 per cent. 


The only conelusion I can reach from these figures is that in areas east of 
the traps, which ought to feel the effect of the trap catch, there has been an 
increase in the number of men employed in each year, together with a greater 
efficiency in the methods adopted. 

There must come a time, if it has not already arrived, when, because of 
increased gear in the Fraser area and more intensified fishing, the individual 
return of each fisherman will diminish to that point where the number of 
licences will require adjustment, either by the Department or the industry itself. 

Distribution of the trap catch would, in my opinion, be of little effect. in 
increasing the individual catch off the Fraser River, if the traps were abolished. 

I reproduce here Exhibits 33, 34, 35 and 36, which are self-explanatory. 


EXHIBIT 33 


STATEMENT SHOWING ADDITIONAL CATCH OF SOCKEYE WHICH MIGHT 
HAVE BEEN TAKEN BY EACH PURSE-SEINE AND GILL-NET FISHERMAN 
IN FRASER RIVER AREA IF TRAP-NET CATCH HAD BEEN DIVIDED PRO 
RATA AMONGST THESE FISHERMEN, HAVING IN MIND CANADIAN 
CATCH OF 54-69 PER CENT OF TOTAL. 


(SEASON 1937) 


rete (Cm ceo Ee ya ee we puberysary" cutter ee Te Se eee Yok 99.503 fish 
Canadian portion of catch, by purse-seine and gill-nets, District 

Nia Get b Do SD. AA ADEE, oo datiatt IR ote 5A AIS. * 
Gill-net portion; 99-09% of 54,418......... 2. esse eee eee eee 53923 
Purse-seine portion; 0:91% of 54,418............... eee eee eee eee 495 “ 


Above percentages based on total catches by gill-nets and purse- 
seines separately. 
Number of gill-net fishermen (individuals employed on gill-net 


LOOM ORE re, Ped. er eed eckay svolienvoks Ait oat T <inei, binran alate lake 2ep0t 
Number of purse-seine fishermen (individuals employed on purse- 
seine boats atcan average Of ,7 to @& bOat) 2.6... eee alee 406 
Number of fish per gill-net fisherman (53,923 divided by 2,501).. 21-56 fish per 
man 
Number of fish per purse-seine fisherman (495 divided by 406).. 1:22 fish per 
man 


The above, of course, is on the assumption that the Fraser River fishermen would catch 
every one of the salmon represented by the 4:6 per cent caught in the traps, but actually a 
number of these would pass safely through the commercial fishing area to the spawning 
grounds, so therefore, the catch per man as mentioned above, would be smaller. 
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EXHIBIT 34 


STATEMENT SHOWING ADDITIONAL CATCH OF SOCKEYE WHICH MIGHT 
HAVE BEEN TAKEN BY EACH PURSE-SEINE AND GILL-NET FISHERMAN 
IN FRASER RIVER AREA IF TRAP-NET CATCH HAD BEEN DIVIDED PRO 
RATA AMONGST THESE FISHERMEN, HAVING IN MIND CANADIAN 


CATCH OF 54:56 PER CENT OF TOTAL. 


(SEASON 1938) 


ra p—netiyieatcls Mcek. ete nee ehh Oe TaD LAME Rs Mitre Bic ae ter chi 
Canadian portion of catch, by purse-seines and gill-nets, District 
Och 54 bGVo Ors Noun raey Ark MMM on tig iy Aine Ay me Dem marca) 
Gnll-net! "portion-_88% Mon, 22,b/3 fen tc alee, Pete et A 
Purse-scine* portion—12% of 22,573.%, ..'.. 2. ahora ese her 
Above percentages based on total catches by purse-seines and 
gill-nets separately. 
ea ‘a gill-net fishermen (individuals employed on gill-net 
DORIS) VEO RCE. Aare e Pies Blea Cet PCa). Pht EIRENE ok 
Number of purse-seine fishermen (individuals employed on purse- 
seine boats. at an average of 7 to a boat)............c...-:- 
No. of fish per gill-net fisherman (19,864 divided by 2,602)....... 


Number of fish per purse-seine fisherman (2,709 divided by 770).. 


41,372 fish 


22,573 “ 
19,864 “ 
2,709 “ 


2,602 


770 
7:6339 fish per 
man 
3°518 fish per 
man 


The above, of course, is on the assumption that the Fraser River fishermen would catch 
every one of the salmon represented by the 1-2 per cent caught in the traps, but actually a 
number of these would pass safely through the commercial fishing area to the spawning 
grounds, so therefore, the catch per man as mentioned above, would be smaller. 


EXHIBIT 35 


STATEMENT SHOWING ADDITIONAL CATCH OF PINKS WHICH MIGHT HAVE 
BEEN TAKEN BY GILL-NET AND PURSE-SEINE FISHERMEN IN FRASER 
RIVER AREA IF TRAP NET CATCH HAD BEEN DIVIDED AMONGST THESE 
FISHERMEN PRO RATA, BASED ON CATCHES BY THESE TWO TYPES OF 
GEAR, OF PINKS PACKED BY CANADIAN CANNERIES IN DISTRICT 


NUMBER ONE ONLY. 
(SzEASON 1937) 


‘Trap-net peasant OY er A RS RAE Nites Sek 164,268 fish 
Canadian gill-net portion, 75:86 per cent................ 124,614 “ 
Canadian purse-seine portion, 24-14 per cent.............. 39,654 “ 
Above percentages based on total Canadian catches by 

gill-nets and purse-seines separately. 
No. of gill-net fishermen (individuals employed on 

Pill net MsOatay Foch gs ss o's 3) os OR Cee ee ee ee ane 2,501 
No. of purse-seine fishermen (individuals employed on 

purse-seine boats at an average of 7 to a boat)...... 406 


No. of fish per gill-net fisherman (124,614 divided by 2,501) 
No. of fish per purse-seine fisherman (39,654 divided by 405) 


49-82 fish per 


man 
97-67 fish per 
man 


The above statement is based on the assumption that the entire catch from trap-nets 
would, if the trap-nets had been closed, have been caught by Fraser River gill-net and 
purse-seine fishermen. Actually, of course, a considerable proportion of these pinks would 
have headed for Pink salmon streams in United States waters, and would either have been 


caught by American fishermen or would have escaped to the spawning 


Sound. 


grounds of Puget 
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EXHIBIT 36 


STATEMENT SHOWING ADDITIONAL CATCH OF PINKS WHICH MIGHT HAVE 
BEEN TAKEN BY GILL-NET AND PURSE-SEINE FISHERMEN IN FRASER 
RIVER AREA IF TRAP-NET CATCH HAD BEEN DIVIDED AMONGST THESE 
FISHERMEN PRO RATA, BASED ON CATCHES BY THESE TWO TYPES OF 
GEAR, OF PINKS PACKED BY CANADIAN CANNERIES IN DISTRICT 


NUMBER ONE ONLY. 
(Season 1988) 


Cateh of Pinks” from® trap-neisieek (ad) Fees ee eee 1,472 fish 
Canadian gill-net portion at 67°55 per cent............ 994 “ 
Canadian purse-seine portion at 32:45 per cent........ 478 


Above percentages based on total Canadian catches by 
gill-nets and purse-seines separately. 
No. of gill-net fishermen (individuals employed on gill- 


CU ORTa ye a ck Vik apie ves tas cogs afore pre = odniaiers 2,602 
No. of purse-seine fishermen (individuals employed on 
purse-seine boats at an average of 7 to a boat)...... 770 
No. of fish per gill-net fisherman (994 divided by 2,602) 0-382 fish per 
man 
No. of fish per purse-seine fisherman (478 divided by 770) 0-620 fish per 
man 


The above statement is based on the assumption that the entire catch from trap-nets 
would, if the trap-nets had been closed, have been caught by Fraser River gill-net and 
purse-seine fishermen. Actually, of course, a considerable proportion of these pinks would 
have headed for Pink salmon streams in United States waters, and would either have been 
caught by American fishermen or would have escaped to the spawning grounds of Puget 


Sound. 


Taking the average value of sockeye salmon at 50 cents per fish, and pink 
salmon at 20 cents per fish, which are the figures adopted by the Department 
as shown in Exhibit 43, this would mean (subject to the explanatory foot notes 
on the said Exhibits) : 


For 1937—A gain to each individual Gull-net fisherman on: 


Sockeye Re eee ctl ea oa. ak die Sa siaeo e aA 10 78 
QTE eee ee ee. SR, Ae Ae aU Poa ci daals y sreisie’al elects s a2 6 92> Se 9 96 
$ 20 74 
And for each Purse-Seine Fisherman: 
Hg CHEY OMT Boerits: Ais eo - eR Ge Aes oo teats alse ielne eee oie O's, os as atees $ 0 61 
Ee sab Erith ee Pe RO a eR Sy Ae aro weakens, wi anal isisce NurePal konarea® we arte 19 53 
$ 20 14 
For 1938—(Which is not a Pink run year). A gain to the individual 
Gill-Net fisherman, 
Hawyhockey emeuf<s Wh. Bald ad phttiatee alae sO). SRK T BEC Glas: $ 3 81 
And for each Purse-Seine Fisherman 
Pig ODE Vie SS oe alae atta shhe dun ys eae eles © 2: sychege. c\epaieie mya «soe oe $ 1 75 


As to what the increased catch in other varieties would be, if traps were 
abolished, it is impossible to estimate for the reason, as disclosed by the evidence, 
that an undetermined portion of the runs of other varieties taken in the Sooke 
traps are bound for spawning grounds other than the Fraser River, and it 1s 
impossible to say what percentage of those taken at the traps were bound for 
the Fraser River. 

Turning then to the examination of the other side of the picture, I find that 
the operations at Sooke provide employment for approximately ten months of the 
year to approximately 48 employees, with an average annual pay-roll as shown 
on Exhibit 130 of $55,543.88 over the past 12 years. Exhibit 129 likewise shows 
the length of time that these employees have been in the employ of the Sooke 
Harbour Fishing & Packing Company, which is indicative of the satisfactory and 
settled relationship which has existed between the employer and the employees 
over a period of a great many years. 
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In passing, mention is made of Exhibit 131 as indicating the interest of the 
employer in its employees in maintaining a form of group insurance for their 
benefit. 

A circumstance meriting consideration and disclosed in the evidence, is that 
the Village of Sooke, with a population of some six hundred (600), depends 
largely for its existence upon the operations of the Sooke traps. 

The annual detailed cost of the’ construction and operation of the traps for 
the year 1938, is set out in Exhibit 132, which reads as follows: 


EXHIBIT 132 
DETAILED TRAP COSTS, 1938 


Item Beechey Gordons Muir Cr. Otter Pt. Sooke Total 
$ cts. $ 6 cts. $ cts. $ cts. $ ets. $ ets. 

Wel ve, ey ee, Do We 2,701 48 4,058 02 3,635 88 2,442 28 3,303 10 16,140 76 
PilestUl TOA Gate B20e02 875 62 845 50 478 42 419 64 2,945 50 
Spare RELOOTI 4 ie Peet 422 66 664 76 590 36 408 76 557 86 2,644 40 
ScowvA.ccount.jied). 5... 78 92 78 92 78 90 78 90 78 90 394 54 
EAs came EDS hes es ee I a oe A 1,655 80 2,069 86 Big Paley tes 1,407 42 1,904 18 10,266 08 
Pile Pullers aan eee; 9 18 821 98 767 18 383 56 602 78 2,794 68 
Boat Service... es. ihee as cie 15355006 2,142 24 3,300 30 1,475 54 1,606 92 10,480 76 
cErat Pixiensos ue amas 1,888 96 5, (4a. .22 5,404 18 1,696 76 5,342 20 PAU MON ay BX 
Ipicencese: yee: ba seee. Aaee 626 38 681 90 641 96 632 36 729 26 OOOO 
Feist) ibemeesy). RU, LO ih 232 00 400 00 400 00 112 00 100 00 1,244 00 
Labour and Mesgs........... 1,683 62 2,051 94 1,784 94 2,074 04 1,245 90 8,840 44 

Pe Otal epee, was 11,191 08 20,188 46 20,768 02 11,190 04 15,890 74 79,188 34 


aa ee ee Se eee 


Norre.—‘‘Labour and Mess’’ shown above only includes labour charged directly to trap operation, 
such as watchman’s wages. In addition to this labour enters into many of the other items, notably Pile 
Driver, Pile Puller, Boat Service, Seow Account and Trap Expense. Total payroll for year—$56,241.94. 


It is my conclusion that the slight benefit to be conferred on each gill-net 
and purse-seine fisherman by the abolition of the traps, would be outweighed 
by the irretrievable loss suffered by the fishermen and the general community 
at Sooke. 

It follows in my opinion that upon the evidence before me, and for the 
main reasons hereinbefore stated, it is not in the public interest to abolish trap 
fishing in the Sooke area. | 


Re: PURSE-SEINE ISSUE 


The question involved under this heading of the Inquiry falls within a 
narrow compass and turns upon the complaint of the gill-net fisherman to the 
effect that the purse-seines are seriously affecting their catch of late sockeye 
and pinks by fishing in an area close to Roberts Bank off the mouth of the 
Fraser River. I find this complaint to be justified and consider that in the 
public interest, the present boundaries of salmon purse-seining Area 17, should 
be changed. 

In order to understand the main reasons which lead me to this conclusion, 
and my consequential recommendation, it is necessary to recite shortly certain 
basic facts. 

Gill-net fishing is, generally speaking, a night operation, and while it is true 
that the use of coloured nets to some extent aid in daylight fishing, it appears 
that gill-net operations cannot be as successfully and continually conducted in 
very clear water as in discoloured water, for the obvious reason that the net is 
visible to the fish and they avoid it. At night, in clear salt water, by reason of 
phosphorescence, the net often becomes a “ wall of fire.’ Two conditions make 
for favourable and successful gill-net operations by day or night; the one—dis- 
coloured water; the other—a dilution of the galt water by fresh water which 
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lessens or destroys the phosphorescence. These two conditions are present off 
the mouth of the Fraser River. The discoloured water of the Fraser River 
spreads out to a considerable distance into the Gulf of Georgia. 

Prior to 1933, purse-seining was not permitted in the Gulf of Georgia in 
District No. 1, i.e., in that area lying east of a line drawn from Howe Sound 
to where the International Boundary leaves the 49th parallel. 

In 1933, purse-seining was permitted for late sockeye and pinks in Area 17, 
of District No. 1, the original northern boundary of which Area appears on 
Exhibit 3, as a dotted green line running from Gabriola Pass, eastward to Canoe 
Pass; thence east and south to join the 49th parallel. 

In 1935, this area was reduced by eliminating that portion shown shaded 
in green on Exhibit 3, ie., Roberts Bank. The northerly boundary remained 
the same. 

In 1938, the area was again reduced by bringing the northern boundary 
south to its present location now marked on Exhibit 3, in a solid green line— 
which solid green line on Exhibit 3 now indicates all the present boundaries of 
Area 17. 

On Exhibit 56 (attached hereto) the present Area 17, is shown in a greater 
scale and for the sake of convenience the letters “ X” “ Y” and “Z” were used 
thereon to represent certain areas bounded in red. “X” represents the area 
over which the present trouble has developed. “ Y ” represents, generally speak- 
ing, the clear water portion of Area 17, and “ Z” represents the area between the 
first northerly boundary of Area 17, and the present northerly boundary of 
Area 17. 

Purse-seiners were allowed in the original Area 17 in 1933, because of their 
contention that as gill-netters could not successfully fish in clear water, they 
should be permitted to do so. 

It was also successfully suggested that the fish do not immediately go up 
the River on arrival from American waters, but remain for a time “ playing 
about” in the waters of Area 17, and north thereof. In consequence of this 
delay, it was contended that when they did start for the spawning grounds and 
came within the discoloured water of those areas near the mouth of the River 
(“X” on Exhibit 56), they had deteriorated in quality. Thus, reasoned the 
purse-seiners, they could catch a better grade of fish in clear water (“Z” and 
“Y” on Exhibit 56) than could the gill-netters in discoloured water (Area 
“X”), and could catch them in a locality where the gill-netters could not 
successfully operate. This view was given effect to and Area 17 opened for 
purse-seining for late sockeye and pink salmon. I do not propose to amplify 
the reasons why the area was twice reduced in size. It is sufficient for me to 
say that I am satisfied from the evidence that purse-seining operations are not 
now being carried on to any great extent in the clear water portion of Area 
17 (Area “Y”), but approximately 98 per cent of their fishing is being carried 
on in the discoloured waters and off the ledge of Roberts Bank, on the easterly 
boundary of Area 17 (Area “ X” on Exhibit 56), and the gill-netters have been 
driven to fish to a greater degree in the clear water (Area “ Y”’). 

That this situation calls for a remedy is manifest, and my recommendations 
will hereinafter appear. 

I now propose to deal with the specific headings upon which I have been 
directed to report: 

“(q) Whether or not the purse-seining permitted is unduly destructive to 

immature salmon or other fish:” 


The evidence does not disclose that purse-seining is unduly destructive to 
‘mmature salmon or other fish. The catch of immature fish by traps, gill-nets 
or purse-seines is negligible, although the trollers catch a considerable quantity 
of “bluebacks”’ which are immature cohoes. 
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“(6) Whether or not the extent of varieties of salmon, other than pinks, and 
“late” sockeye, caught by purse-seines there, is of significance in 
relation to the livelihood and earnings of gill-netters:” 

It is established to my satisfaction that the purse-seiners do not catch any 
varieties of salmon other than late-run sockeye and pinks to an extent that such 
catches are of significance in relation to the livelihood and earnings of gill- 
netters. (See Hxhibit 43). Nor for that matter do I think that such contention 
was advanced by the gill-netters. What they chiefly complained about was the 
effect of purse-seining in that portion of Area 17 shown on Exhibit 56 as Area 
“X” upon their catches of late-run sockeye and pinks, both during the purse- 
seine operations and after the purse-seine boats had gone. While this aspect 
of the matter does not fall within this specific heading of the Inquiry, it is in my 
view included under the general direction to investigate relevant matters which 
in my judgment required consideration. 

The position taken by the gill-netters may be summarized under three 

main headings: 

1. Loss of catch while purse-seines are operating. 

2. Loss of catch due to closed period following purse-seine fishing. 

3. Depletion in run caused by purse-seining. 


Dealing then with 1 

It is clear that purse-seining affects the gill-net catch to a degree for three 

reasons: 

(a) There is only so many fish to catch and if the purse-seines get them, 
the gill-netters do not. 

(6) The purse-seine boats and attendant packers congregated and travelling 
in Area “X” (on Exhibit 56) prevent the gill-netters from making 
proper drifts in that Area and especially along the easterly boundary 
of Area 17. 

(c) The gill-netters, because of the presence of the purse-seiners and 
packers, are forced to leave said Area “ X” and fish in said Area “ Y” 
with less chance of a good catch. 


Dealing with 2 


It has been the policy of the Department to order a closure at the end of 
the purse-seine fishing season. Particulars of which are contained in Exhibit 
59 as follows. (Note: Comparison of special closures ordered prior to and after 
1933. And see Note (A) below.) 


SUMMARY SPECIAL CLOSURES FISHING, DISTRICT NO. 1 


1927: By increasing the usual weekly closed season by 
additional periods varying from six hours some weeks to 
two days and six hours other weeks, a total of approxi- 


nately) Se dave special .closured. 4) .encie) aun ae ee 84 days 
1028; No special clostire 90) i.e reek baer ee ol eee ae Nil 
L920 SN OSSD ECIALVGlORUTe 4 ste Ws eles Jee es Ie det ko at aoe Nil 
1930: Special closure September 22 to October 31............ 30 days 
1931: Special closure September 29 to October 12............ 14 days 
10327) NoVepecial closirei kw. «ai tetas sete an Caen Ie ae Nil 
1933: Additional weekly closed season, (September 22 to 

OCTODELE TA « tena yd ivi corks heb lid ise REE ok vie eee See 3 days 


(Purse-seine fishing and sockeye fishing closed September 


30). 
1934: Closed September 15 to October 1 (For gill-nets)...... 16 days 
Purse-seines operated only September 1-8. 
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SUMMARY SPECIAL CLOSURES FISHING, DISTRICT NO. 1—Conc. 


1935: Special closure September 21 to October 3 


(No purse-seining after September 21) 
1986: Special closure August 12 to August 13 (No purse-sein- 


Ing 


I, werent oly) 


ais) 0} e1(6) el) ei: a) ws) aie: eke, 6/6, ¢ (6, 6,6 0. 6) 6) 07 0) .8) 0. 6.0) 0, 16) 0 8.8) '@) (0' 18! 6:6) “6 


1937: Special closure September 25 to October 7 
1938: Special closure September 10 to October 3 


(No purse-seines allowed after September 10). 
(A) From the evidence it would appear that the closures in 1930 and 1931 were to some 
extent due to market conditions rather than for conservation purposes. 
(B) It should be noted too as indicated, that there was no purse-selning in 1936. 
Gill-netters complain, with some reason, that they are penalized because 
of the closed periods for which the purse-seines, and not they, are responsible. 


3. Depletion of the run: 


I propose to deal with this subject under another heading. 
With reference to the general effect of purse-seining upon gill-net operations, 
the following Exhibits are self-explanatory, and illuminating: 


EXHIBIT 93A 


eres eer eee 


U0) O] © 6:6 6: 6. 6) 6 4 40. 6 


oso ev eee eevee eee 


13 days 


1 day 
13 days 
24 days 


SALMON CATCH BY GILL-NETS AND PURSE-SEINES IN DISTRICT NO. 1, 1933 TO 1939 INCLUSIVE. 


1933 


1934 


1935 


1936 


1937 


1938 


1939 


licences issued for District No. 1, as follows: 


Year 


Gill-nets....... 
OC OmUOva sem ae 
Purse-seines.. . 
f of total..... 


Gill-nets......- 
Op Gi OU og he 
Purse-seines... 
CE Ol FOU) ace - 


Gill-nets....... 
GAOL tObal salen 
Purse-seines... 
Corot Goals aa. 


No purse-sein- 
ing and no 
record made. 


Gill-nets....... 
% of total..... 
Purse-seines... 
Cob total sea 


Gill-nets....... 
OE OlNGO Gaarte ste 
Purse-seines.. . 
fot total. .... 


Guill-nets....... 
% of total. .... 
Purse-seines... 
Cor totale 


Sockeye 


449,785 Fish 

95-097 

23,186 Fish 
4-902 


1,230,986 Fish 
78-957 


328,058 Fish 
21-042 


595,589 Fish 
79-158 

156,816 Fish 
20-841 


967,580 Fish 


1,526,117 Fish 
87-688 

214,264 Fish 
12-311 


514,476 Fish 
85-244 
89,053 Fish 
14-755 


Pinks 


964,618 Fish 
51-335 

914,414 Fish 

48-667 


925,394 Fish 
43-986 

1,178,440 Fish 
5€-013 


1,200,309 Fish 
75 +863 

281,879 Fish 
24-136 


816 Fish 


1,360,684 Fish 
73-881 

481,033 Fish 
26-118 


Chums 


6,029 Fish 
81-461 

1,372 Fish 
18-538 


784,013 Fish 
97-362 
21,235 Fish 

2-637 


313,882 Fish 
98-927 

3,411 Fish 
1-074 


540,399 Fish 
99-777 

1,205 Fish 
+222 


548,700 Fish 
99-962 

205 Fish 
-037 


312,891 Fish 
99-952 

150 Fish 
047 


Coho 


50,574 Fish 


1,042,969 Ibs. 
94-407 
61,784 lbs. 

5-592 

2,460,517 lbs. 

94-599 


140, 456 lbs. 
5-400 


919, 246 lbs. 
97-871 
18,990 lbs. 

2-128 
2,778,412 lbs. 
99-012 

27-716 lbs. 
987 


1,460, 667 lbs. 
97-108 
43,497 lbs. 

2-891 


Springs 


52,259 Fish 


3,289, 644 lbs. 
88-288 

436,370 lbs. 
11-711 


3,913, 869 lbs. 


93-776 
259,734 lbs. 
6-223 


3,171,303 lbs. 
97-702 
74,573 lbs. 

2-297 

3,654,733 lbs. 
99-470 
19,463 lbs. 

+502 

3,605, 298 lbs. 
99-065 
34,018 lbs. 

934 


Steelhead 


115,026 lbs. 
99-867 

153 lbs. 
+132 


46,558 lbs. 
98-965 

490 lbs. 
1-041 


48,164 lbs. 
98-017 

974 lbs. 
1-982 


87,434 lbs. 

98-556 
1,281 lbs. 
1-443 


When considering the purse-seine catch in comparison with the gill-net 
catch, it must be borne in mind that the gill-net catch represents the seasons 
fishing, and that of the purse-seiners, a limited period. Particulars are as 
follows: 
Exhibit 60 shows the number of salmon gill-net licences and boat pullers 


For 1933 a total of.. 


1934 a total of.. 
1935 a total of.. 


1936 a total of.. 


1937 a total of.. 
1938 a total of. 


Gill-net fishing is ca 


during the closed seasons. 


rried on practically throughout the entire 


2,033 
2,172 
1,986 
2.172 
2,501 
2.602 


year, except 
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Exhibits 18 and 19 show the number of purse-seine boats and days 
operated, as follows: 


BOre1983 css Ge ok es its EN Te ee es set eR reed ire 20 days 
sg MeN Oh hl Saari a sa RNC Glin cig AEN Koie. ) TEE. 
LOB Ps. avian Ween CAE pee men re vetlel mmee mie ure TS cima acme 
1086s Bee ie eee Ce DRS A Ae ee hs eae dea ae NT Cy purse-selning) 
LOST Ber rie eae a ARR Sine Lh MS ea SAS ae ee days 
LOB Bee ice Cie ce tenn Ae tall: Suet eluate at 110. totaal ae 


The following figures give some indication of the increased revenue which 
might be received by the gill-netters if purse-seining was abolished in Area 17. 


EXHIBIT 43 


STATEMENT SHOWING THE ADDITIONAL NUMBER OF SALMON OF EACH VARIETY 
THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN TAKEN BY GILL-NET OPERATORS IN THE FRASER 
RIVER, IF SALMON PURSE-SEINERS HAD NOT BEEN PERMITTED IN AREA NO. 17 
AND IF EVERY FISH TAKEN BY PURSE-SEINERS HAD BEEN CAUGHT BY GILL- 
NET OPERATORS IN ADDITION TO THE NUMBERS THEY ACTUALLY CAUGHT. 
FOR THE YEARS 1933-38 INCLUSIVE. ALSO SHOWING THE VALUE IN DOLLARS 
AND CENTS TO EACH GILL-NET FISHERMAN. 


Year — Sockeye Pinks Chums Coho Springs | Steelhead 
Fish Fish Fish lbs. lbs. lbs. 
1933 |Catch by purse-seines............ 23,186 | 914,414 Lore 26, 408 107, 866 390 
Number of gill-net fishermen: 
2,033. 
Additional fish that would have 
been caught by each man...... 11-404 449-785 0-674 12-989 53-057 0-191 
Approximate value of additional 
catch by each fisherman....... $5.70 $22.49 $0.08 $0.52 $2.65 $0.01 
1934 |Catch by purse-seines............ 328,058 48 21,200 61,784 | 436,370 130 
Number of gill-net fishermen: 
Qi lites 
Additional fish that would have 
been caught by each man...... 151,039 0-022 9-776 28-445 200-907 0-059 
Approximate value of additional . 
catch by each fisherman.......| $75.52 $0.00 $0.88 $1.59 $9.24 $0.00 
1935 |Catch by purse-seines............ 156,816 {1,178,440 3,411 140, 456 259, 734 153 
Number of gill-net fishermen: 
1,986. 
Additional fish that would have 
been caught by each man...... 78-960 | 593-377 ape Wd 70-723 130-782 0-077 
Approximate value of additional 
catch by each fisherman....... $39.48 $17.80 $0.17 $3.18 $6.02 $0.00 
1936 Wovseining District No. 1... 58)... cee le Meee oe ie 0 ; 
1937 |Catch by purse-seines............ 8,903 381,879 1,205 19,990 44.573 490 
Number of gill-net fishermen: 
2,501. 
Additional fish that would have 
been caught by each man...... 3-559 | 152-690 0-481 7-992 29-817 . 0-195 
Approximate value of additional 
catch by each fisherman....... $1.78 $7 .63 $0.04 $0.48 $1.52 $0.01 
1938 |Catch by purse-seines............ 214, 264 392 205 27,716 19 ;A08 Th Alec oe ee 
Number of gill-net fishermen: 
2,602. 
Additional fish that would have 
been caught by each man...... 82-345 0-150 0-078 10-651 TI4S0 VE cn eee 
Approximate value of additional 
catch by each fisherman.......| $41.17 $0.00 $0.01 $0.70 $0.60 $0.00 


Nors.—See also Exhibits 22 and 85.—Commissioner. 


Nore.—Not all of these salmon, however, would have been caught by the gill-net fishermen, as some 
would escape the nets and pass up to the spawning grounds. 
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“(c) Whether or not purse-seining there has the effect of breaking up 
schools of salmon in such a way as to be detrimental to the interests 
of the gill-netters ”’ 


It is difficult to define with any precision what effect purse-seining has 
upon schooling fish. It is really not so much a question of breaking up the 
schools, concerning which complaint is made, but the ° ‘scooping up” the schools 
by the purse-seiner who is fortunate enough to make a set surrounding a 
school. In my view, the matter which calls for adjustment is the operation 
of the purse-seiners in Area “X”, where approximately 98 per cent of the 
purse-seining is carried on, and where the fish have the greater tendency to 
congregate, than in other portions of Area 17. 


“(d) The feasibility of the successful operation of gill-nets in the waters 
where seining is being allowed ”: 


In my view, as stated above, aiieenetite ean be more successfully carried 
on in discoloured water than in water that is clear, although it appears that 
reasonably successful gill-net operations can be conducted in almost every 
portion of Area 17. 

“(e) Whether or not a superior pack and consequently a greater economic 

return is being secured from the catch taken by purse-seining there, 
than would otherwise be obtained.” 


There is no appreciable difference for canning purposes between the quality 
of fish caught by either types of gear in Area 17. 


RECOMMENDATION 


Bearing in mind the economic and other factors to be considered and in 
the light of the circumstances surrounding the entry of purse-seiners into 
Area 17, and the evidence adduced, I would recommend that purse-seining 
be prohibited in Area “X” and a small section of Area “Y” on Exhibit 56; 
and to compensate the purse-seiners for the loss of said Area “X” and that 
small section of Area “Y”, would extend the purse-seining area to include 
a portion of Area “Z” on Exhibit 56. I recommend that the boundaries of 
Area 17 be adjusted accordingly, and upon Exhibit 56, I have drawn a heavy 
black line in a northwesterly direction from the point at which the interna- 
tional boundary line mects the 49th parallel to an island lying to the north of 
Gabriola Pass. It is my opinion that such heavy black lne should represent 
the easterly boundary of Area 17, and that purse-seining be prohibited to the east 
thereof. If there is any practical difficulty in defining that line by buoys, lights 
or beacons, then I would suggest that the easterly boundary be that which the 
Supervisor of Fisheries deems practicable, without departing from the basic essen- 
tials of my recommendation. The area I suggest be left open to purse-seiners 
comprises the greater part of those clear water areas into which they were desirous 
of being admitted in 1933. 


I also recommend that an effort be made by the Department to arrange night 
anchorage for the purse-seine fleet so that such ee of anchorage will not 
interfere with the gill-net drifts, and which will in addition, obviate so far as 
possible, the present danger of gill-net destruction by travelling purse-seiners 
and packers. 
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 
1. Depletion of Run: 


Considerable evidence was heard on this subject. One group of witnesses 
claimed an alarming depletion of the runs; others, including the Departmental 
Officers, denied that such was the fact, and maintained that the runs were being 
fully preserved, and in some streams were in fact increasing. The sockeye pack 
has remained fairly constant since the re-adjustment following the Hells Gate 
disaster, but the fact is not regarded as significant by the “ depletionists” (if I 
may so describe them) who allege that whereas in former years the pack repre- 
sented only a small percentage of the run, in later years due to increased fishing 
gear and improved methods, the pack is every year representing a greater 
percentage of the run. In other words, while the pack remains constant the 
escapement is progressively getting smaller each year. 

Without coming to any definite conclusion on this problem of escapement 
and depletion, I would think that the truth hes somewhere between the two 
contentions. My reason for not forming a definite opinion on this question 
is that a scientific and thorough long range investigation of the matter is being 
conducted by officials of the International Salmon Fisheries Commission. Their 
conclusions will be of much more value than anything I could possibly find upon 
the evidence before me; and in addition, I do not find it incumbent upon me to 
make a decision on the subject as a condition precedent to the determination of 
those specific issues upon which I am directed to report. 

I might say however, that in my opinion, no one type of gear operating in 
controlled areas can be held solely responsible for any depletion that may in 
fact be established. I say “ controlled areas ” advisedly in contra-distinction to 
those waters which lie beyond our jurisdiction, such as Swiftsure Banks. 

With respect to the suggestion by certain trollers and others fishing to 
the east of the Sooke traps that the traps were responsible for a depletion in 
the Spring and Coho runs, and assuming without deciding that such runs have 
lessened, I think the following figures are of interest and refute that contention:— 


EXHIBIT 115 


STATEMENT SHOWING CATCHES OF SPRING SALMON, WEST COAST OF 
VANCOUVER ISLAND 


oe 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 1935 1936 
cwts. ewts. cwts. cwts cwts cwts. ewts. cewts. 
CONALRINGRUH . wees cy ctueieraycatun tsi aes Oe No 279 1,851 1,483 | 2,481 2,451 2,269 mada t 
record 
GUE lw nid). wore By ude ache glk g 4,&08 5,627 4,487 ie eo) 4,221 5,898 4 p22 4,674 
OCS CIEE Le id Be ARN oat i on og eile 1,128 1,931 1,508 330 DTT 12 1,875 
CAV OGUO ES: aiidens secu iee steal ee 4,894 3, 02 5,443 5.167 4,454 4,550 5,515 4,230 
Barclay: Sound iid ueew asthcisigange 15,247 | 20,638.) 12,044 | 12,064 | 16,886 | 21,412 | 20,758 17, 756 
Oia le ec NEEae, . Chg LEE? 28,162 | 30,696 | 25,756 | 25,594 | 28,372 | 34,588 | 33,576 30,672 
GORE bees Wien mer imeddS ariee yer koa 4,488 6,536 3, £66 5, 684 3,618 5,469 A nih Bios: 
Crandt lois WestCoast. tiv cumcoe cay ance eee ee ee 237,416 863% 
POOR ah ce. eee oot Late tacts Ok tee ae en, eae helen a 37,275 134% 


Norr.—It will be seen from these figures that from 1929 to 1935, 3,067,200 lbs. of Spring salmon were 
taken West of the traps—largely by trollers—Commissioner. 
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EXHIBIT 116 


COMPARATIVE CATCHES OF SPRING SALMON TAKEN ON WEST COAST OF VANCOU- 
VER ISLAND (furnished by Dominion Fisheries te ice SWIFTSURE BANKS and 
PUGET SOUND (taken from Biological Reports Nos. 35-A and 36-A, Department of Fisheries, 
State of Washington) and SOOKE TRAPS. 


Nore.—Dominion Statistics show weights only, State of Washineton figures show numbers only. 
Sooke Traps records show both weights and numbers. In all cases the figures have been reduced to both 
weights and numbers, using the Sooke Trap records as a basis for the averages. 


Puget Sound & Swiftsure West Coast Sooke Traps 
Year —— abe ite Ee Bes ei Lae Bet 
Number Weight Number Weight Number Weight 
cwts. cwts. cwts. 
Remit 24. Rath rs, Seen Sole vc: 232,199 49, 230 160, 200 33,016 19,810 4,221 
POSiere Ces ae te cee 314,378 65, 3°20 147,461 30, 672 16, 297 3,093 
“ah Oo ee 546, 577 114, 620 307, 661 64, 248 36, 107 7,614 
PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL CATCH 
Year Puget Sound and Sooke 
West Coast Traps 
Per cent Per cent Per cent 
Li I ee D rare E toks a Rees ae ies sit AE RALLY OR be ges 56-2 39-0 4-8 
Lo ne re ean Te BR oth i uns sR iichc a tae lon ng sad he ae ave 65:8 30-8 3:4 


Above figures are exclusive of Fraser River for which no official figures are 
available. 
EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1. Puget Sound and Swiftsure figures for 1935 apear in Bulletin 35-A (Page 4) of 
Department of Fisheries for Washington State. 

2. Puget Sound and Swiftsure figures for 1936 appear in Bulletin 36-A (Page 2) of said 
Department and State. 


EXHIBIT 119 


STATEMENT FOR YEAR 1937 OF CATCHES OF SPRING SALMON IN PUGET SOUND, 
FRASER RIVER AND WEST COAST AREAS AND COMPARISON BY 


PERCENTAGES 
Number of 
1937 SPRINGS Fish 
1. Total catch on Puget Sound as per Bulletin No. 38 of 
State of Washington Fisheries Department, page 18. 281,859 
2. Fraser River Area (District No. 1) Pounds Fish 
Catch by purse-seines as per Exhibit No. 10.. .. 74,873 
Catch by gill-nets. as per same exhibit............ 3,171,303 
POU LEE oso oats chi y Mia Otte: Wells 3,246,176 or 135,257 
3. West Coast of Vancouver Island P 
Catch as per Dominion Department of Fisheries. . 1,747,500 or 82,780 
(otal oim2- and \S° above: aes: senses vas 218,037 
AMR CCH Olt OOOKG aLap Dele. ss dadas ce cis seca vee dcaens 446,987 19,412 
Gone Louilbe sn atdra eae onesies «eal « 519,308 
Percentages— Per Cent: 
PACS COUNCIL Ne ie a txts CSG AWE a Nets ay cule eke cow we gas 54-1 
Fraser River and West Coast of Vancouver Island.......... 42-2 
MGR er L Pati ets alice. s 2.2) a edad emtet. ctoatepeitels: Syeparepis a's <is'e 2 eo oie 3°7 
STE ite Cte eedcts reba ite ote eB niin swe ashedeele «tnintanstotte = Aiciis:ertlisp bpils: aks ame 100 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1. Fraser River area taken at round weight and converted into pieces at 24 pounds each. 

2. West Coast area taken at dress weight head on, which is 88 per cent of round weight, and 
converted into pieces at 88 per cent of 24 pounds or 21-12 pounds each. 

3. Sooke fish by actual count. 
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EXHIBIT 120 


STATEMENT FOR YEAR 1938 OF CATCHES OF SPRING SALMON IN PUGET SOUND, 
FRASER RIVER AND WEST COAST ‘AREAS- AND COMPARISON BY 


PERCENTAGES 
Number of 
1938 SPRINGS Fish 
1. Total catch on Puget Sound as per Bulletin No. 38 of 
State of Washington Fishery Department, page 18. »+ 170,528 
2. Fraser River Area (District No. 1) Pounds Fish 
Catch by purse-seines as per exhibit No. 10.... 19,463 
Catch by gill-nets as per same BExhibit.............. 3,654,733 
EGG aT ees ey vies Ba eae ae cee entetae  e PREeSE 3,674,196 or 153,092 
3. West Coast of Vancouver Island 
Catch as per Dominion Department of Fisheries.... 2,461,700 or 116,558 
Lobal ore and bo napoVes.n. ip ak ee 269,650 
Be Cate e-Si oO Omen LEE MOUS: cpe ety robe svele-s a oavarerdic ubeRecgnels 305,845 12,647 
ARPT SOL OUR Lae OM oices chan Reema aio ote mele eee 452,825 
Percentages— Per Cent. 
Pret Sound Ae Pee eas ae hea Bay hele kee ete ae ke Ge ea are ee a 37-7 
Fraser River and West. Coast of Viancouver Island............ 59-5 
sooke- Tran onetee san wean Hee omies © Pel Ge Metta Sige ee eerie 2-8 
Tote ee hie Awe 3 8 phon cele ant. © ates cat ict oe eee. hl is eee tae ene 100 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1. Fraser River area taken at round weight and converted into pieces at 24 pounds each. 


2. West Coast area taken at dress weight head on, which is 88 per cent of round weight, 
and converted into pieces at 88 per cent of 24 pounds or 21-12 pounds each. 


3. Sooke fish by actual count. 


EXHIBIT 122 


STATEMENT FOR YEAR 1937 OF CATCHES OF COHO SALMON IN PUGET SOUND, 
FRASER RIVER AND WEST COAST AREAS AND COMPARISON BY 


PERCENTAGES 
Number of 
1937 COHOES Fish 
1. Total eatch on Puget Sound as per Bulletin No. 38 of 
State of Washington Fisheries Department, Page 19. 806,869 
2. Fraser River Area (District No. 1) Pounds Fish 
Catch by purse-seines as per_ Exhibit No. 10.... 19,990 
Catch by gill-nets, as per same Exhibit..... 21.2... 919,246 
GLAL si gbse MN acters eek eee cone er eee 939,236 or 117,404 
3. Catch of West Coast as per Dominion Department 
BE ME USHETICH he ciete eos ee ale, Salen as tres Sede an OLE Stee ee 924,400 or 175,550 
Total of and3 above. 245 h29o2 etna: 292,954 
di Catoniol ) BOOke WE Tapsie.. wd eee ne heme hone tie were 26,555 
Crarrd (GU ata po otk dee ee. eee eee 1,126,378 
Percentages— Per Cent 
Priget iSound Fleiss see iesct ose Mn hems iy eas cue esas ects Ce ete 71-6 
Fraser River area and West Coast of Vancouver Island.... 26-0 
Boole AT raps (5 Cayce ee clack tote ere teak letoa ete teteete AIRE No CatEs ree eee 2-4 
Ob al Fe Tcl eicis Wee ee ae citi oN CER ET a chee Fea eer 100 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1. Fraser River area taken as dressed head-on at 8 pounds each. 
2. West Coast taken on same basis. 
3. Sooke fish by actual count. 
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EXHIBIT 123 


STATEMENT FOR YEAR 1938 OF CATCHES OF COHO SALMON IN PUGET SOUND, 
FRASER RIVER AND WEST COAST AREAS AND COMPARISON 
BY PERCENTAGES 


Number of 
1938 COHOES Fish 
1. Total catch on Puget Sound as per Bulletin No. 38 of 
the State of Washington Fisheries Department, Page 
RI) ORE Ie Ca RUS ra cea Vaal a alin fon GR ste A lle 498,068 
2. Fraser River Area (District No. 1) Pounds Fish 
Catch by purse-seines as per Exhibit No. 10.... 27,716 
Catch by gill-nets as per same Exhibit.............. 2,778,412 or 350,766 
PCH tee ee ota cs Dele tee nie teeNe dirt alr aie Ire Ops 2,806,128 
3. Catch of West Coast as per Dominion Department 
Ree OSE tia st ccc ew crete Shite oh al os 0! os btaiiebane begat: eum ane 2,681,300 or 335,162 
Tobaimot)? amd Sabowewua. de. enisy sits 685,928 
Mee helt OL SOOKE) WE ADS+ ds gairycs wre oiebe He's oo bee &e wm elefe yee 24,703 
Croc SOL Penk ae ss itt ts cate eee 1,208,699 
Percentages— Per Cent 
Puget, Sound: .2..e. es oes gai ee nat aeel - HALE eerie Yee 4 41-2 
Fraser River Area and West Coast Vancouver Island.......... 56 +7 
HOOK GML TA DEI a es das ees He hee cle DIU. AN. ntdde See aes Babel - 2-1 
ABrenreilh (Ala wok) sap Saute AD oeng Oni ae once ernie Won etol aun go 'bes tiie Gu stcue ploy aaIG 100 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1. Fraser River area taken as dressed head-on at 8 pounds each. 

2. West Coast: taken on same basis. 

3. Sooke fish by actual count. 

In addition, Springs and Cohoes are, of course, the fish which the sports 
fishermen catch, and while there are no figures on the Canadian catch by 
sports fishermen, the American figures disclose that their catch is by no means 
inconsiderable. 

Exhibits 128 and 7 supply the following information:— 


1938: Catch of Chinook (Spring) salmon by American sports fisher- 
eis) (ebima ted ) oves4 «ci Shere og helt + 8s Wiemann ree Pee tie ee mites 55,600 
1938: Catch of Spring salmon by Sooke traps.....+.+-+++seeeeee- 12.607 
1938: Catch of Coho salmon by American sports fishermen. 
CBstrmated) 12.).. 5s Gipotieala vaslen'. rete sinns Pie + Heep hes ene 437,000 
1938: Catch of Coho salmon by Sooke traps.....--.+++se-++:- ane 


It will therefore be seen that the catch of the American sports fishermen of 
Spring salmon in this year was almost five times the Sooke trap catch, and their 
catch of Coho, almost five and one-half times the trap catch. It should be noted 
that the American catch was all made after the fish passed the Sooke traps. 
Attention is also drawn to Exhibit 98A from which it appears that the 
following catch (in pounds) of Spring salmon and Cohoes was taken by gill- 
netters and purse-seiners in Area 17 for the five-year period, 1934-1939:— 


Year 


1934 
1935 
1937 


1938 


1939 


Co teers eR oie nie, wets caghae seen ts Mle Sa Rina eter es 
eee IGa a re Sta aes ceicnanedesrcne = Ante qr pw Ges seas tah 


Feo eras ees eye ohn heteheveo sts Sed Gi Aeeg rae ateyy oewe s woe aa 
oer tree eh a ne Se Ath ks oes weet neti 9) aor ee ON 


ea te te cra natal ce St nate win in BAtons pat of Miran Baye ae Speedos 
Dare ue ee ane eds SIS Eling ail ee a sae as Fins es EN 


7p iea eda Oe ONIN INSU Ie A nee a Cer ane re a 
A en ON en ioe ater Sascha nie e XG Saysieee wins ese AD Ae 


Get iit MOE aM Ooi eek Shins Seba atolls fa sie Kh WG e Reina cele sien ee 
Be eet ete el pas egal Shas ea rv oad etait A horemetonie a 


Ti El me RE he ya hea wins A fetal cael» nantes konke vera 


Cohoes 
1,042,969 
61, 784 


2,460,517 
140, 456 


919, 246 
19, $90 


2,778,412 
27,716 


1,460, 667 
43, 497 


Springs 


3, 289, 644 
436,370 


3,913,869 
259, 734 
3,171,303 
74,973 


’ vo 


1 
4 
3, 654 
9 


3 
19,46 


463 
3. 605, 298 
34.018 


18,459, 005 
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In my opinion, there is no basis in fact for holding the Sooke traps 
responsible for the depletion, if any, in the Spring and Coho runs. 


Re: Sand Head Range Beacons 
These are not only no longer necessary, but are the source of irritation to 
fishermen. I recommend their removal. 


Re: Section 13 of the “ Fisheries Act” 

Section 13 of the “ Fisheries Act” provides that all stationary nets or 
other stationary appliances for the capture of salmon shall be placed at 
distances of not less than 250 yards apart, without intermediate fishing nets 
or appliances of any kind. 

This is in conflict with the regulations. 

Major Motherwell, in this evidence at pages 68, 69, 70 and 410, points out 
that this provision was inserted in the Act for the specific purpose of meeting 
conditions on the Atlantic Coast, and was never intended to apply to British 
Columbia waters, and has never been enforced here. It would be advisable to 
clarify this matter by appropriate amendment. 

A perusal of this report will, of course, show that, instead of making an 
analysis of the evidence, I have limited myself largely to conclusions, except in 
those instances in which I have reproduced Exhibits which speak for themselves. 
To reach my conclusions upon many disputed points, it was necessary for me 
to believe certain witnesses and disbelieve others; to accept certain submissions 
and to reject others as unsound. In my opinion, to attempt to make a close 
and critical analysis of all the evidence and to outline in detail all the various 
factors from which I reached the conclusions herein expressed, would be of no 
practical value to anyone. The evidence is submitted herewith to you, 
together with the Exhibits. 

In conclusion, may I express my very great appreciation for the untiring 
and intelligent service rendered by Major Motherwell and his officers and staff 
in aiding Mr. Coady and myself. Mr. Coady, too, deserves praise for the fair, 
conscientious, and diligent manner in which he presented the evidence. To 
counsel and those other gentlemen who appeared for the various interested 
parties, I am also indebted for their assistance and aid. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
GORDON McG. SLOAN, 
Commissioner. 


Victorias, B.C. 
April 16, 1940. 
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DETAIL SKETCH OF LEAD OF SALMON TRAP. 
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EXHIBIT NO. 6, PUT 


SLOAN FISHERIES 


CAPPING OR WEIGHT PILES. 
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|3— SOCKEYE SALMON PACK FROM RUNS TO FRASER RIVER 1909 To 1938. 


GRAPH FROM EXHIBIT NO. 
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Exuteit No. 13—FIsHERIES INQUIRY. 


PACK OF SOCKEYE SALMON FROM RUNS TO FRASER RIVER—1909 TO 1938 


Figures represent cases of 48 one-pound tins or equivalent 


— From Sooke 


Traps 

per 

cent 
G0) G ieee tramticrtoyts Leta: ie 20 43,187 2: 
OT eae eey enc a icra ces aranen: 17,387 4. 
iL OLE ee eeeeee rey tees at= Ab we. 4,330 2° 
1a hie eek SE ay eee one 15,095 4 
POLS eee Rte ates nto. 52,065 2 
URN aes he os oy ee eae 12,700 2 
TO Pens oa oie tales of 2,090 1- 
PAU G ic Sis Sc Pd a rr gn 4,752 4. 
OT Mere oe esc hee 24, 550 4. 
ROMS AIA RA See IA arash de eetetes , 2,348 4. 
Pe coe ns ne a 6,194 6: 
DRO PAP nda atc PRO yea tS Coe eis le OA 3,801 3: 
UA Ne os ee oe dol 2: 
NEOPA cr 2 ie) sce nee Ae ee 3,088 3° 
LOD FR Emenee) aaa at seer oe) 2,202 2: 
lO AR I i cade clener see i 3, 543 3° 
LORE hae ell. Sie gia +t. % 3,862 2: 
NOD Geaapenenee ent ikon sia sees ahs 2,091 1- 
PUP ie a, 2 ee ee 4,337 2° 
OS Meters tose nie as et eis 2,769 3: 
LAY ee pet AS eee ae 3,480 2 
193 aetna tere. cc ake levers 5, 334 1 
DOS REP eae tees ste cael 2,440 2 
AUS Da Op Pla. Aa lnbRen ee tence airncre 4,000 2 
1.933 Mey hee Sheath Peeearars 8,721 4. 
LO GABP ear Lele stataeieias 6,117 1 
OS iy pee pe ape Ae ssrcial Mtenevee Met ox 5,610 4 
OS OMe tens see Aa aus es eins 3,G00 1 
OS ee AAS Ns seta ys tenet 6, 152 4 
OS See el ori Sree no levaie ches 3,652 1 


OWA 


jt 


ba WANS8 ASNWS 


rm ~I o> 00 wore oc BProR > 


British Columbia 
(Fraser) exclusive of 


Sooke Traps 


542, 248 
133,045 
58,487 
108, 784 


684, 596 
185, 483 
89,040 
27, 394 


123,614 
16, 849 
29, 628 
44,598 


35, 900 
48,744 
29,423 
36, 200 


31,523 
83, 589 
57,085 
26, 530 


60, 407 
93,416 
38, 507 
61,769 


43,745 
133, 159 
57,212 
164, 4087 


66, 583 
168, 574 


per 
cent 
32-2 
33-4 
30-7 
35°3 


28-4 
34-8 


1 
48-8 
72-2 


50-1 
54-1 


State of 
Washington, 
U.S.A. 

per 
cent 
1,097,904 65 
248 ,014 62 
127,761 67 
184, 680 59 
1,673,099 69 
335, 230 62 
64, 548 41 
84, 637 72 
411,358 73 
50,723 a2 
63, 346 63 
62, 654 56 
102, 967 72 
48 , 566 48 
47,402 59 
69, 369 63 
106, 064 74 
44,569 34 
96, 343 61 
61,044 67 
111, 856 63 
352, 194 78 
83, 728 67 
78,319 54 
125, 738 70 
352, 579 cal 
54,677 46 
59,505f; 26 
60, 259 45 
138, 986 44 


moon BROOM wOonD~w 


orc W bo 


Bata AEE Aone 


ae ) 


Total 
Cases 


1,683,339 
398 , 446 
190,578 
308, 559 


2,409, 760 
533,413 
155, 678 
116,783 


559, 702 
70,410 
100, 168 
111,053 


142,598 
100, 398 
79,057 
109, 112 


141,449 
130, 249 
157,765 
90, 343 


175, 743 
450, 944 
124, 675 
144, 088 


178, 204 
491,855 
117,499 
227, 750 


132, 994 
311,212 


oe ee SS SS 


*Unrevised figures. 


tIn addition equivalent of approximately 16,000 cs. (approx. 7 per cent) 


canning. 


exported to Washington for 


tIncludes approximately 16,000 es. (approximately 7 per cent) packed from imported Fraser caught 


fish. 
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GRAPH FROM EXHIBIT NO. 22—PERCENTAGE OF SOCKEYE AND PINKS 
MeL. a) GILL NET, PURSE Edius AND TRAPS 1935-1938. 
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SLOAN FISHERIES INQUIRY 1939 
AT VANCOUVER, B.C. 


EXHIBIT NO.85 PUT IN BY MR. COADY 
GRAPH FROM EXHIBIT NO. 22 IS A STRAIGHT LINE GRAPH FOR BOTH SOCKEYE AND PINKS AND NEEDS 
LITTLE EXPLANATION. IT MAY BE OBSERVED, HOWEVER, THAT THE GRAPH ITSELF, DEALING WITH 


PERCENTAGES, MIGHT BE MISLEADING ,WITHOUT REFERENCE TO THE TABLE BENEATH. 


IN A COMPARATIVE WAY THE NUMBER OF SOCKEYE AND PINKS TAKEN 
EACH YEAR AT THE TRAPS AND ALSO IN DISTRICT NO.1 INCLUDING PURSE SEINE AREA NO. IT 
FOR THe YEARS 1935 TO 1936 INCLUSIVE. 


 SOCKEYE. | PINKS. 
5 


STATEMENT SHOWING 


(fish) (fish) (fish) (fish) (fish) | 


1935 
% 


eee 


44,356 
2.086 


NIL 
NIL 


‘aed 99,503 6.903 
9.247 0.82T 


41,372 
2.3068 


214,264 
11.954 


595,589 
T2.148 


2,081,718 | 2,126,074 


97.913 


967.580 
89.925 


1,536,653 
65.736 


99.999 


1,075,986 
99.999 


1,792,269 
99.998 


397,595 
15.894 


1,176,440 
47.110 


925,394 | 2,501,429 } 


36.994 


NIL 40 Ae 
ares NIL 95.238 29.999 | 
164,268 381,879 
9405 21.665 
86 2,290 
35.633 99.999 

Se ee 


1,002,309 
68.728 


, 746.456 | 
93.996 |} 


GRAPH FROM EXHIBIT NO. 23 DEALING WITH FRASER SOCKEYE PACK CANADIAN CATCH ONLY. 
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Exurtsit No. 23—FISsHERIES INQUIRY. 
PACK OF SOCKEYE SALMON FROM RUNS TO FRASER RIVER—1909 TO 1938 


Figures represent cases of 48 one-pound tins or equivalent 


Per cent 
of Trap 
caught 
fish British 
Per compared | Columbia State of 
From cent to total (Fraser) Per Washing- Par Total 
Year Sooke total catch, exclusive cent ton, cent Cases 
Traps catch | District 1, | of Sooke U.S.A. 
(Purse Traps 
Seines 
and Gill 
Nets) 
LUG er aeee, AG5182) 5) 220 7-98 542 , 248 Song 1,097,904 65-2 1, 683), 339 
BCE ULE Oe aaee irons 17, 387 4-4 Neer 133,045 33-4 248,014 62-2 398, 446 
ci Gittements roars 4,330 Dine 7-4 58 , 487 30-7 127,761 67-0 190,578 
1 Lk Boe Meee gel aa 15,095 4-9 13-8 108,784 30°3 184, 680 59-8 308 , 559 
DOL etal, 52,065 2-1 7-6 684, 596 28-4 1,673,099 69-5 2,409,760 
gE SE ies Mies 12,700 2-4 6-8 185,483 34-8 335, 230 62-8 533,413 
VOL ee anaes 2,090 1-4 22, 89,040 57-2 64, 548 41-4 155,678 
LODGE ec sheers 4,752 4-1 17-4 27, 394 23-5 84, 637 72-4 116, 783 
TOL Su ghee ae 24, 550 4.4 19-0 123,614 22-1 411,358 73°5 559, 702 
OLB 2d eicaoee + 2,348 4-1 13-9 16, 849 23-9 50,723 72-0 70,410 
1910 eerie | 6,194 6-2 20-9 29, 628 29-6 63, 346 63-2 100,168 
GE PANN aA ane 3,801 3°4 8-5 44,598 40-2 62, 654 56-4 111,053 
LO eeaber Ne. s 4 ontol 2-6 10-4 35, 900 25-2 102, 967 12-2 142,598 
Oe os hss 3,088 Roll 6-3 48,744 48-6 48,566 48-3 100,398 
RL ad i Dy PB 2-9 7°5 29 , 423 37-2 47, 402 59-9 79,057 
py 2 Se oe aN an 3, 543 3°3 9-7 36, 200 30-2 69, 369 63-5 109,112 
by part ate eae 3,862 2-8 12-2 Bl apeo 22-3 106, 064 74-9 141,449 
LOO GU aeeNe otek 2,091 1-6 yobs. 83, 589 64-2 44 569 34-2 130, 249 
LO 3 4,337 27 08 57,085 322 96, 343 61-0 157, 765 
O28 Te hoe. ee 2,769 onl 10-4 26, 530 29-4 61,044 67-5 90, 343 
LO20 sees van 3,480 2-0 eT 60,407 34-4 111,856 3°6 175, 743 
1OS0. 4... nk 5,334 1-2 5-7 93,416 20-7 352, 194 78-1 450, 944 
OB rae era ee 2,440 2-0 6-3 38, 507 30-9 83, 728 67-1 124,675 
Ogee ok te 4,000 2-7 6-4 61,769 42-8 78,319 54-5 144,088 
Toasts eles y S721 4-9 19-9 43,745 24-6 125,738 70-5 178, 204 
LOG keer: 6,117 1-2 4-5 133, 159 27-1 392,079 iie7 491,855 
1033 ee eas 5,610 4-7 9-8 Dives 48-8 54,677 46-5 117,499 
PUM L CRU se lela te oyoot 1-7 2-3 164, 4087 72-2 59, 505f 26-1 227,750 
103 ete ss 5 6,152 4-6 9-2 66, 583 50-1 60, 259 45-3 132, 994 
TOSS eA Ne tae ie, 3,652 1-2 2-1 168, 574 54-1 138, 986 44.7 311,212 


*Unrevised figures. 

tIn addition equivalent of approximately 16,000 cs. (approx. 7 per cent) exported to Washington for 
canning. 

tIncludes approximately 16,000cs. (approximately 7 per cent) packed from imported Fraser caught fish. 
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